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This study examined the psychometric properties of the Job Burnout Scale
among Social Service Workers (JBSSW). The JBSSW was administered
among 248 social service workers employed in governmental and
nonprofit social service agencies. Findings show that that this scale has
three independent dimensions: person-related burnout, work-related
burnout, and agency-related burnout. All three dimensions have good
reliability and construct validity. Work-related burnout and agencyrelated burnout also have good concurrent validity. This scale may be
used by social service agencies, researchers, and practitioners to gauge
staff burnout and alleviate it by changing the interactions between
individuals, the nature of their work, and the agency environment.
Keywords: Burnout, reliability, validity, social service workers, job
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Job burnout has been defined as part of stress resulting from
various aspects of one’s job, such as person-, work-, and agencyrelated factors. To many researchers, job burnout is a process
that occurs as a result of continuous physical, emotional, and
mental exhaustion (e.g., Pines & Aronson, 1988). According
to Maslach & Jackson (1981, p. 99), “burnout is a syndrome
of emotional exhaustion and cynicism that occurs frequently
among individuals who do ‘people-work’ of some kind.” It
has also been defined by other researchers as a “syndrome
of psychological problems experienced as a result of chronic
work stress” (Milfont et al., 2008, p. 169). In a similar vein and
more recently, Platsidou & Daniilidou (2016) articulated the
notion of burnout as the exhaustion of employees’ capacity to
maintain an intense involvement that has a meaningful impact
at work. Many people working in the human service sector,
including volunteer workers, experience job burnout. A review
of the literature indicates that burnout has been studied among
workers in child protective agencies (Anderson, 2000; Cahalane
& Sites, 2008; Kim & Stoner, 2008; Poulin & Walter, 1993;
Schwartz et al., 2007), school teachers (Platsidou & Daniilidou,
2016), marriage and family therapists (Rosenberg & Pace, 2006),
and social service volunteers (Kulik, 2006).
Burnout transforms not only the worker but also the social
service agency and the clients served by the agency (Anderson,
2000). Burnout has been documented to cause negative selfconcept, negative job attitudes, and a loss of concern or feeling
for clients (Rosenberg & Pace, 2006). Researchers have linked
burnout to mental health outcomes such as depression and
anxiety, which, in turn, could lead to decreased work performance
(Maslach et al., 2001). Similarly, it has been argued that the
burnout syndrome, such as exhaustion and disengagement
from work, could lead to somatic complaints, diminished job
performance, and turnover (Demerouti et al., 2001). Many
empirical studies have confirmed that burnout is associated
with turnover intention (e.g., Gharakhani & Zaferanchi, 2019;
Kim & Stoner, 2008). For example, Kim and Stoner’s (2008)
study among registered social workers in California found that
burnout (including emotional exhaustion, depersonalization,
and personal accomplishment) was positively associated with
turnover intention.
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Many researchers (Demerouti et al., 2001; Kristensen et
al., 2005; Maslach et al., 1996; Pines & Aronson, 1988) have
empirically tested the concept and theory of burnout by
developing different instruments to measure burnout at the
individual level. However, several of these instruments have
a heavy focus on factors related to emotional exhaustion
and depersonalization. From a person-in-environment (PIE)
perspective, this study broadens the concept of burnout to
include important organizational and environmental factors
such as the agency and nature of work. Thus, while existing
scales measured burnout mostly from an emotional exhaustion
and depersonalization angle, this scale provides a personenvironment interactive framework that includes not only the
person but also the organization and work-related variables.
While several of the available scales were validated, we found
that they did not adequately address the items included in
the current research, particularly related to various social,
environmental, and agency- and work-related factors among
human service workers. For example, the burnout scale that
we developed has a few items that are not commonly found
in other instruments, such as having no input on decisions
affecting your work, feelings of unfairness and favoritism
in the workplace, constant exposure to crisis and pressure at
work, constantly working with difficult or dangerous clients,
and feeling underpaid for expected work responsibilities. Thus,
this instrument broadens the conceptualization of burnout
from emotional exhaustion to include a person-environment
interactive framework. Therefore, we expected that the study
would add to the existing knowledge by providing a more
nuanced understanding and measurement of burnout among
social service workers.
Applying the Person-in-Environment
Perspective to Burnout Research
The PIE perspective is a theoretical framework that social
work professionals often use to elucidate the origin and nature
of problems experienced by clients. It highlights the role of
individual and environmental factors in shaping clients’ social
functioning (Karls & O’Keefe, 2009). Generally speaking,
existing research has used the PIE perspective to study the origin
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of burnout, linking both individual factors (e.g., demographic
characteristics) and environmental factors (e.g., job demands
and organizational resources) to burnout.
Informed by the PIE perspective, researchers have identified
several individual factors associated with job burnout. Age is
one of the most significant socio-demographic characteristics
associated with burnout. Younger service workers reported a
higher rate of burnout compared to workers over the age of 40
years (Maslach et al., 2001). This might be because senior workers
are familiar with workload expectations (Acker, 2003; Maslach
& Jackson, 1981; Shirom et al., 2008). The literature also indicates
that female social service providers, overwhelmingly, reported
higher rates of job burnout than male workers in the same line
of work, perhaps as a result of increased exhaustion associated
with “emotional labor” (Erickson & Ritter, 2001; Maslach et al.,
2001; Sprang et al., 2007). In terms of education, studies show
that those with higher education who were often charged with
higher responsibilities experienced higher levels of stress and
burnout (Maslach et al., 2001; Schwartz et al., 2007). Finally,
an individual’s personality characteristics, including levels of
hardiness, locus of control, and coping style, also pertain to
burnout. More specifically, low levels of hardiness, an external
locus of control, and an avoidant coping style may be related to
high levels of burnout (Maslach et al., 2001).
Many environmental factors have also been linked to job
burnout. For example, Maslach et al. (2001, p. 414) reviewed “six
areas of worklife that encompass the central relationships with
burnout”: workload, control over work, rewards (both financial
and social), a sense of community, perceived fairness, and
organizational values. Informed by the PIE perspective, they
argued that the mismatch or gap between these environmental
factors and the person is likely to contribute to the person’s
experience of burnout. While Maslach et al. (2001) did not
further break these factors into work- or agency-related reasons,
the first two can be categorized as work-related factors and the
last four as agency-related factors.
Empirical evidence often corroborates the crucial impacts
of these factors. For example, after testing the job demandsresources model of burnout, researchers (Demerouti et al., 2001)
have found that high job demands and lack of job resources
were both related to heightened burnout in 374 German workers
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across different employment settings. In Demerouti et al.’s (2001)
categorization, job demands included workloads, time pressure,
client contact, etc. and job resources included feedback, rewards,
supervisor support, etc. Although not precisely the same, these
two dimensions are similar to our conceptualization of the
work- and agency-related factors.
Similar to Demerouti et al.’s (2001) study, a longitudinal study
reported that job stress, supervisor support, organizational
resources, and satisfaction with clients were predictive of
burnout (Poulin & Walter, 1993). In the same vein, demanding
workloads were associated with burnout among social workers
and customer service representatives (Koeske & Koeske, 1989;
Visser & Rothmann, 2008). Conversely, empirical evidence has
supported the link between quality supervision and diminished
burnout. For example, Edwards et al. (2006) conducted a study
among mental health nurses and found that nurses who had
effective supervision reported lower levels of burnout in the
form of emotional exhaustion and depersonalization. Again,
the factors covered in these studies could be categorized as
work- and agency-related factors that contribute to burnout.
Existing Measures of Burnout
In the literature, four main measurement instruments have
been rather widely used to measure burnout experienced by
workers in various settings. The original Maslach Burnout
Inventory (MBI) is perhaps the most popular scale, which
contains 22 items in three main areas, namely, emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and inefficacy (Maslach et al.,
1996). According to Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter (1996), exhaustion
refers to the emotional pressure of the work environment,
which often precludes the service provider’s capacity to interact
with and address the needs of the client. Depersonalization
is a conscious effort to create a degree of separation between
oneself and the client (distancing); outside of human services,
this is reflected by an indifferent or cynical attitude (cynicism).
Inefficacy refers to a reduction in personal accomplishment
from work-related activities, which leaves the worker with a
sense of uselessness to the organization and clients. Although
the original MBI primarily measures three different dimensions
of burnout, critics argued that depersonalization is mostly
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a coping strategy rather than a component of the burnout
syndrome (Kristensen et al., 2005). Some critics also maintained
that personal accomplishment is mostly different and even
independent of the other two components (Schutte et al., 2000).
The Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI), which focuses
on exhaustion and disengagement, was proposed as an
alternative to the original MBI (Demerouti et al., 2001). With
16 items, the inventory contains eight items worded negatively
to capture exhaustion and disengagement, and eight items
worded positively to capture vigor and dedication, which
were assumed to be the opposite poles of the dimension of
exhaustion and disengagement, respectively. Exhaustion from
work is defined as one’s direct reaction to high job demands
and includes affective, physical, and cognitive exhaustion.
This is different from the original MBI because the latter only
covers the affective aspect of exhaustion. Disengagement from
work refers to one’s negative attitudes toward work in general
as a result of lack of support at the agency level. Again, this is
different from the MBI because depersonalization from the MBI
pertains to distancing oneself from service recipients, rather
than from one’s work in general. Empirical evidence supported
the reliability and validity of the OLBI when it was administered
among different occupational groups (Demerouti et al., 2001).
However, a subsequent study on the OLBI (Demerouti et al.,
2010) found that vigor and exhaustion represented two different
and independent constructs.
Unlike the MBI and the OLBI, the Burnout Measure (BM),
developed by Pines and Aronson (1988), includes the exhaustion
dimension but not the disengagement dimension. It contains
three subscales representing emotional exhaustion, physical
exhaustion, and mental exhaustion. The BM is composed of
seven items within each subscale, totaling 21 items. While
physical exhaustion refers to low energy, chronic fatigue, and
weakness, emotional exhaustion includes feelings of helplessness,
hopelessness, and entrapment. The mental exhaustion component
refers to negative attitudes towards self, work, and life (Pines
& Aronson, 1988). The BM also has been criticized on several
grounds: While some argued that the BM does not clearly articulate
a theoretical framework which interconnects the three types of
exhaustion (Enzmann et al., 1998), others pointed to the lack of
support for the proposed factorial model (Ray & Miller, 1991).
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Finally, Kristensen et al. (2005) developed the Copenhagen
Burnout Inventory (CBI) that measures personal burnout, workrelated burnout, and client-related burnout. This inventory has
a total of 19 items (six items each in personal- and client-related
areas and seven items in the work-related area). Personal burnout
refers to the experience of physical and psychological fatigue and
exhaustion. Work-related burnout refers to symptoms caused
by their experience at the workplace; client-related burnout has
to do with symptoms stemming from working with people. The
CBI has been criticized on the ground that personal burnout is
considered to be generic, which may also be experienced by the
non-working population, such as the unemployed, the retired,
etc. (Platsidou & Daniilidou, 2016). This is problematic because
burnout is generally understood as resulting from or related to
some aspect of peoples’ work.
Current Study
As shown above, existing instruments of burnout tapped
into individual symptoms of burnout, such as exhaustion,
depersonalization, and inefficacy. Although directly focusing
on individual experiences, these symptoms are a clear
manifestation of the underlying issues of job demands and
organizational context. Alternatively, burnout can be tapped
by measuring work- and agency-related issues more explicitly.
This is the focus of the current study. More specifically, this
study used the PIE perspective to guide the development of
the Job Burnout Scale among Social Service Workers (JBSSW).
It also explored the factorial structure of the JBSSW inherent
in the PIE perspective (i.e., person-, work-, and agency-related
burnout) and provided preliminary evidence on the reliability
and validity of the scale.

Methods
Study Design and Sampling Procedures
We used a cross-sectional design for this study. We adopted
a convenience sampling method as we did not have reliable
and adequate information about the study population. This
study was approved by the Institutional Review Board of our
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university. Data were collected from a semi-urban area in central
California. Based on the literature review, a short questionnaire
on job burnout was developed after discussion with working
part-time Master of Social Work (MSW) students enrolled in
a research methodology class as part of the requirement of an
MSW program in central California. The questionnaire was
also pilot tested for accuracy and correctness. After completing
the Human Subjects Protection Training conducted by the
Institutional Review Board of the authors’ institution, these
part-time student research associates identified and contacted
research participants in various local social service agencies.
These included government agencies (such as county jails and
Department of Human Services) and nonprofit agencies (such
as foster family agencies, homeless shelters, and mental health
agencies). Student associates also helped to disseminate the
research packet in an envelope (including the questionnaire
and the informed consent form) and collect the completed
questionnaires and signed consent forms. On rare occasions,
student associates followed up with the participants to encourage
participation. These efforts resulted in a 100% response rate.
A total of 253 social service workers returned the completed
questionnaire and the signed consent form.
Sample Characteristics
The analytic sample consisted of 248 participants (five
cases with missing values on burnout variables were deleted).
Participants’ self-reported race/ethnicity was White (41.9%),
Hispanic (39.9%), African American (10.1%), and other (8.0%).
Most participants were female (77.0%), were married (53.6%),
attended some college or earned a college degree (60.9%), and
worked full-time (92.7%). The average age was 38.1 years (SD =
10.0), and the average years working in the human services field
were 10.0 (SD = 9.1). The average caseload was 75.9 (SD = 157.7).
The average length of employment was 6.25 years (SD = 5.68).
Many participants (43.6%) had a bachelor’s degree, while 29.8%
had a master’s degree. Most participants (51.7%) considered their
caseloads moderate or average, with 35.7% and 12.6% reporting
high and low caseloads, respectively. Responses were evenly
divided when asked if they were obligated to work overtime:
51% reported yes, and 49% reported no.
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Measures
Based on the PIE perspective, we developed the JBSSW, which
captures person-, work-, and agency-related burnout among
social service workers. These items were first brainstormed
by a group of part-time, working MSW students in a research
class and then refined by the first author. In this pilot study, we
included a version of the JBSSW that consists of 18 items, each
asking to which degree the respondent agrees with a statement
related to burnout (see Table 1). The questionnaire starts with
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for the JBSSW Items among
Social Service Workers
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an introductory statement: On a scale of 1-5, where “1” is
very low and “5” is very high, please rate the following items
to the extent they contribute to your job burn out (Circle the
appropriate number that applies). One sample item was “having
no input on decisions affecting your work.” Responses to the
statements were rated on a Likert-type scale: 1 = very low, 2 =
low, 3 = moderate, 4 = high, and 5 = very high. Using single-item
questions, we collected participants’ demographic data such as
age, gender, race and ethnicity, and marital status. Participants
also filled out questions on work-related variables, including
job type (i.e., full-time vs. part-time), length of employment,
caseloads, and overtime work.
Analysis Strategy
When developing the items of the JBSSW, we tried to follow
the theoretical framework identified in the literature review and
incorporate items that captured person-, agency-, and work-related factors. Consistent with our a priori measurement theory,
the main analysis method for the present study was Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), which tested how well our measurement theory fit the actual data and determined whether we
needed to confirm or reject the theory (Raykov & Marcoulides,
2006). However, researchers have pointed out that, for the purpose of instrument development, performing an Exploratory
Factor Analysis (EFA) can provide “insight into the structure
of the items and may be helpful in proposing the measurement
model” (Hair et al., 2014, p. 612). Therefore, we decided to perform an EFA first to remove items with low factor loadings and
items loading on more than one factor.
To examine the appropriateness of factor analysis, we used
Bartlett’s test for sphericity and calculated the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy. Once the data
were deemed appropriate for factor analysis, we first performed
the EFA as a pretest to examine whether the proposed constructs were reflected in the factor loadings of the JBSSW items.
Consistent with our measurement theory, we retained three
factors for rotation. The Kaiser’s eigenvalue >1 rule (Kaiser,
1960) also suggested three factors. To derive the factors, we used
maximum likelihood (ML) estimation and goemin rotation. As
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an oblique rotation method, goemin allows for correlations between factors. Researchers have recommended a loading of .30
or larger for an observed variable to define a factor (e.g., Costello
& Osborne, 2005; Ferguson & Cox, 1993). To improve factor saturation, we used a cutoff loading of .40 or larger. Items loading
on two or more factors (i.e., loadings ≥ .40 on multiple factors)
or failing to load on any factor (i.e., loadings < .40 on all three
factors) were dropped.
The modified questionnaire was then subject to the CFA.
Comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), rootmean square-error of approximation (RMSEA), and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) were used to assess
model fit. Following conventional criteria, we deemed the model well-fitting when CFI and TLI ≥ .95, RMSEA ≤ .06, and SRMR
≤ .08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2016). To further validate the
questionnaire, we examined the reliability and validity (including convergent, discriminant, and concurrent validity). We used
Cronbach’s α to test internal consistency reliability, with α > .70
indicating acceptable reliability (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).
We calculated average variance extracted (AVE) and composite
reliability (CR) to test convergent validity, both of which have
been found advantageous comparing to the correlation method
because measurement errors are adjusted for in the former approach (Brown, 2015). Following previous researchers’ (Fornell
& Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2014) recommendations, the cutoff
scores for AVE and CR were set at .50 and .70, respectively. Finally, when the AVE value of a latent construct was larger than
the square of the correlation estimates between this construct
and other constructs, we concluded that discriminant validity
was good for the latent construct (Hair et al., 2014). The EFA and
CFA were conducted in Mplus Version 7.4, and all other analyses were conducted in STATA Version 14.0.

Results
As shown in Table 1, social service workers generally reported a moderate level of burnout. However, they experienced
moderate to high levels of burnout on a few items: “emotional
exhaustion associated with work and caseload management,”
“constant exposure to crisis and pressure at work,” “feeling overwhelmed due to increased job responsibilities,” and
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“feeling underpaid for expected work responsibilities.” For example, 33.1% of respondents rated “very high” on “feeling underpaid for expected work responsibilities” (M = 3.49, SD = 1.44).
Factorability analyses suggested that Bartlett’s test of sphericity
was significant: χ² = 1580.99, df = 153, p < .001, providing evidence that the variables were correlated and suitable for factor
analysis. The KMO measure was larger than .50 for all items except for item 5: “unmanageable agency deadlines,” with KMO =
.49. This item was dropped from the subsequent analyses (Ferguson & Cox, 1993). For all the remaining 17 variables, the KMO
ranged from .62 to .94.
As shown in Table 2, the initial EFA results suggested that
four items (3, 6, 7, and 11) failed to load on any factor (i.e., loadings fell below .40), and item 13 cross-loaded on two factors.
These variables were removed from the final EFA model. After
removing these items, we reran the EFA. The remaining items,
corresponding factors, factor loadings, communality values
(i.e., variance in a given observed indicator explained by a factor), and eigenvalues are presented in Table 3. However, total
variance in a set of observed variables explained by a factor was
not reported because the factors are correlated in goemin rotation (Costello & Osborne, 2005). As shown in Table 3, four, five,
and three items loaded on factor 1, 2, and 3, respectively. All
items loaded on their factor significantly (p < .05), with factor
loadings ranging from .37 to .87. The communality values for
all items ranged from .21 to .72. The eigenvalues for the three
factors ranged from 1.01 to 5.40.
Consistent with our theoretical framework, factor 1 was labeled as agency-related burnout (e.g., “Feeling of unfairness and
favoritism in the workplace”), factor 2 was labeled as work-related burnout (e.g., “Constant exposure to crisis and pressure at
work”), and factor 3 was labeled as person-related burnout (e.g.,
“Lack of job satisfaction and feeling frustrated”). The initial CFA
tested a model with a factor structure described above and revealed a good model fit. Specifically, c2 (51) = 94.13, p < .001; CFI =
.97; TLI = .96; RMSEA = .06 (90% CI [.04, .08]); SRMR = .04. Standardized factor loadings are presented in Table 4, which ranged
from .45 to .91. Ranging from .56 to .71, the correlations between
the three latent variables were all significant (p < .001). This provided evidence that the use of goemin rotation was appropriate.
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Table 3. Final Exploratory Factor Analysis Results
(3 factors, 12 items)

Table 4. Confirmatory Factor Analysis Results (3 factors,
12 items)
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The reliability score for each factor (i.e., agency-, work-, and
person-related burnout) was acceptable (Cronbach’s α = .81, .86,
and .74, respectively). The overall reliability for the scale was
also good (Cronbach’s α = .89). Since .70 has been recommended
as the cutoff for acceptable reliability (Nunnally & Bernstein,
1994), these results indicated the entire JBSSW and its three subscales were reliable.
The JBSSW also had good construct validity, as evidenced
by the following criteria. First, the standardized loadings of all
items were larger than .50, except for item 9 “Uncertainty about
job security” with a loading of .45. According to Hair et al. (2014),
this provided evidence for adequate construct validity. Second,
AVE estimates were greater than .50, and CR estimates were
larger than .70 for all three latent variables, both suggesting
adequate convergent validity. Third, the squared correlations
between the latent variables were .31, .45, .50, respectively (see
Table 5), all less than the AVE estimate of each latent construct.
This provided evidence for good discriminant validity, according to Hair et al.’s (2014) criteria.
To preserve job burnout as a general construct and to obtain
a more parsimonious model, we also performed a second-order
CFA, in which the three burnout dimensions were specified as the first-order factors with the same items loading on
them as the initial CFA. However, burnout was specified as a
Table 5. Correlations and squared correlations between the
three latent variables
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second-order factor with the three latent variables as its indicators (i.e., first-order factors).   The second-order CFA yielded
the same model fit statistics as the initial CFA: c2 (51) = 94.13,
p < .001; CFI = .97; TLI = .96; RMSEA = .06 (90% CI [.04, .08]);
SRMR = .04. Also, the loadings of the items on the first-order
factors remained the same as the initial CFA. The standardized
loadings of the three first-order factors on burnout were .73 for
agency-related burnout, .76 for work-related burnout, and .92
for person-related burnout, with p values all significant at the
.001 level.
To examine the relationship between burnout and predictor
variables such as caseload size, we created a composite score
for each first-order factor variable (i.e., each subscale) and total burnout. Perceptions about caseloads were correlated with
agency-related burnout, work-related burnout, and total burnout based on the JBSSW (r = .13, p = .04; r = .27, p < .001; r = .22, p <
.001; respectively). Agency-related burnout, work-related burnout, and total burnout were also significantly different between
workers who worked overtime and who did not. Specifically,
those who worked overtime reported higher levels of burnout
(t = 1.62, p = .05 for agency-related burnout; t =5.43, p < .001 for
work-related burnout; t = 3.69, p < .001 for total burnout). It is
worth noting that our analyses did not support the concurrent
validity of the person-related dimension. We also examined
the bivariate relationships between burnout and gender, age,
education, and length of employment, but the results were not
statistically significant. Taken together, these results provided
partial evidence for the concurrent validity of the JBSSW.

Discussion
This study validated a shortened version of the original
JBSSW, with 12 items loading on person-, work-, and agency-related burnout, thus broadening the theoretical framework of
burnout to be consistent with the PIE perspective. Specifically,
four items loaded on agency-related burnout, five items loaded
on work-related burnout, and three items loaded for person-related burnout. Previously, many instruments on job burnout
(e.g., the MBI and the OLBI) focused on individual factors such
as exhaustion and disengagement. However, they did not include agency- and work-related factors in burnout.
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Different from existing instruments, the JBSSW provided an
alternative approach to the measurement of burnout by including agency- and work-related factors explicitly. We chose to include these factors because they are strongly related to burnout
in the literature (e.g., Demerouti et al., 2001; Edwards et al., 2006;
Visser & Rothmann, 2008), and because these situational and
organizational factors are more important than individual factors in shaping burnout (Maslach et al., 2001). Based on our literature review, the only previous instrument that incorporated
work- and client-related burnout was the CBI (Kristensen et al.,
2005). However, its items are not specific about the underlying
reasons related to burnout. This is another reason that we developed the JBSSW to incorporate items that reflect the specific
characteristics of the nature of work and the agency. For example, the items “Do you feel burnt out because of your work” and
“Are you tired of working with clients” on the CBI are vague
about the nature of the work and clients. In contrast, items on
the JBSSW are clearly defined when coming to the nature of the
work and clients (e.g., “Constant exposure to crisis and pressure
at work” and “Constantly working with difficult or dangerous
clients”).
The personal dimension of burnout validated in this study
seemed similar to the emotional exhaustion dimension of the
original MBI. For example, the content of the MBI item “I feel
frustrated by my job” and our item “Lack of job satisfaction and
feeling frustrated” is essentially the same, but our item also
captures job satisfaction. In addition, our results indicated that
person-related burnout goes beyond emotional exhaustion and
includes feelings about job insecurity and being trapped in a
dead-end job, both of which are associated with burnout (e.g.,
Bosman et al., 2005; Demerouti et al., 2001; Visser & Rothmann,
2008). However, it is worth noting that this dimension
appeared less well-constructed than the other two dimensions.
For example, the item “Lack of job satisfaction and feeling
frustrated” was a double-barreled question. Also, the other two
items regarding job insecurity and being trapped in a dead-end
job could be agency- or work-related, rendering it challenging
to differentiate the person dimension from other dimensions.
Nevertheless, these two items appear to be directly related to
personal reasons that contribute to burnout. In other words,
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feeling trapped and insecure is better viewed as personal
feelings than as agency- and work-related difficulties.  
Our findings indicated that the items of the agency dimension
of burnout focused on administration and supervision issues
related to agency policies and procedures. The work dimension
highlighted issues in work such as unmanageable caseloads and
responsibilities and constant pressure from work and difficult
clients. Interestingly, although items 3, 6, 7, & 11 appeared to be
agency-related, they did not load on agency-related burnout. One
reason that these items failed to load on the agency dimension
could be that these items, while important, are less likely to
cause burnout than other environmental factors such as lack
of supportive supervision, participation in decision making,
and a sense of fairness. Previous studies have confirmed the
correlations between burnout and lack of supervision and
participation in decision making (Demerouti et al., 2001).
Unfairness has also been postulated to cause both emotional
exhaustion and cynicism (Maslach et al., 2001). Additionally,
although the item “Lack of respect and recognition by the
management” did load on the agency dimension (loading =
.45), it was removed because it also loaded on the person
dimension (loading = .40). It is difficult to explain why this item
cross-loaded, but it could be due to the overall ambiguity of the
person dimension of the JBSSW.
Based on the CFA results, our study provided some evidence that the reliability and validity of the scale are satisfactory. However, the reliability and validity of the person dimension were not as good as the other two dimensions, leaving
some room for improvement. Specifically, the reliability score
of the person dimension was less than .80, and one of the items
(item 9) of the person dimension yielded a less favorable value
of the standardized loading. Also, our findings did not support
the concurrent validity of the person dimension. Again, this
could be due to the wording problem of the double-barreled
item “Lack of job satisfaction and feeling frustrated,” and might
be remedied by splitting the item into two. This could also be
explained by the overall ambiguity of the person dimension, as
discussed earlier.
Finally, because we found strong correlations between the
three burnout factors, we carried out a second order CFA. In this
model, the three factors all significantly loaded on a more general
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burnout construct. This suggested that the more general burnout
construct does exist and it is meaningful to use our scale and
generate a total score to represent the overall level of burnout.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research
The current study has a few limitations. First, during the
construction of the JBSSW, we did not involve a panel of experts
to ensure its content validity. Social work researchers have
suggested that checking content validity should be the first
step when constructing a new measure (Rubio, Berg-Weger,
Tebb, Lee, & Rauch, 2003). They argued that conducting a
content validity study is more cost-effective than conducting
a pilot study, which involves evaluating and reconstructing a
measure. They also gave step-by-step procedures on how to test
content validity. Future researchers could consider adopting
Rubio et al.’s (2003) methods when trying to refine the JBSSW.
Second, because this is the first study on the development of
the JBSSW, we performed the EFA first to trim questionable
items. Using the CFA, we were able to validate the shortened
version of the JBSSW. However, due to design constraints, we
conducted both analyses using one sample. In the future, the
three-factor structure of the JBSSW validated in this study
should be reevaluated in an independent sample to provide
stronger evidence for the psychometric properties of the JBSSW.
Third, our questionnaire did not include a measure of retention
outcomes (such as intent to leave or actual turnover rates) or
an existing measure of burnout. Future research thus needs to
examine the predictive validity of the JBSSW. Also, concurrent
validity should be validated by comparing the JBSSW to an
existing measure of burnout.
Finally, although we identified a measurement theory
that focuses on the interactions between the person and the
environment, our validated scale did not reflect the balance
across the three dimensions. Most items in the original JBSSW
were agency-related, although only four items were retained.
Among the four items, some seemed to overlap with items of
other dimensions. For example, although item 8 (“Feeling of
unfairness and favoritism in the workplace”) addressed the
issue of unfairness at the agency level, it could be understood
as feelings related to the person dimension. On the other hand,
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items of the person dimension need to be strengthened to
better capture emotional, physical, and cognitive exhaustion.
Although the number of items of the work dimension seemed
appropriate, some items may overlap with each other or the
items of the person dimension. For instance, item 16 (“Feeling
overwhelmed due to increased job responsibilities”) and item
18 (“Feeling underpaid for expected work responsibilities”)
both tapped into job responsibilities. Item 10 (“Emotional
exhaustion associated with work and caseload management”),
as a work-related item, overlapped with the person dimension
because the wording included emotional exhaustion. These
issues could be rectified by making small adjustments. One
possible change could be to remove the wording “feeling” and
“emotional exhaustion” in all items within the agency and
work dimensions. Another amendment could be to include an
introductory question in front of all agency- and work-related
items. It seems to be appropriate to include a question such
as “Have you been worn out (or burned out) for any of the
following reasons?” to directly connect burnout experiences
and environmental factors.

Conclusion
Informed by the PIE perspective for social work, the current study developed and evaluated a burnout scale that captures three dimensions of burnout: the person, the work, and
the agency. This study is critical because none of the measures
reviewed in the study have incorporated the PIE perspective.
However, we consider our study a pilot, and we are still in the
early stage of developing and evaluating the JBSSW. Although
we validated a 12-item version of the JBSSW, we caution against
the direct use of this version in social work practice and research. Nevertheless, this version of the JBSSW has good internal consistency reliability, construct validity, and concurrent
validity, especially for the work and agency dimensions. This
is the first step for social work professionals to integrate the
PIE perspective in their work on burnout. Researchers need to
start considering the importance of such an integrative framework (i.e., the PIE perspective) when developing and validating
new measures of burnout. Based on our study on the JBSSW,
we recommend conducting a second pilot study to correct the
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wording for some items and expand the items of the person dimension. As for practice, it is our sincere hope that social service agencies start looking into the role of environmental factors
that contribute to burnout. Only by changing the interactions
between the person and the environment could the issue of
high turnover rates faced by these agencies be solved.
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